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Abstract

This research investigates how English as a lingua franca (ELF) users maintain mutually
intelligible pronunciation and co-construct sufficient pronunciation in natural and
experimental settings. It particularly focuses on the efficacy of segmental repair and
adjustment strategies (Matsumoto, 2011; O’Neal, forthcoming; O’Neal & Matsumoto,
forthcoming) within ELF interactions. In the current era of globalization, the majority of
English users are non-native English speakers (NNESs), and an increasing number of them
use English to communicate trans-, intra-, and inter-nationally (Crystal, 2003; Graddol, 2006;
Dewey, 2007; Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2011). Furthermore, these kinds of interactions are
largely successful (Mauranen, 2006; Bjorkman, 2014; Pietkdinen, 2018; Matsumoto, 2018)
and utilize intelligible pronunciation that differs from native English speaker (NES)
pronunciation in many cases (Jenkins, 2000; Kirkpatrick, 2010; Matsumoto, 2011; Deterding,
2013; O’Neal, forthcoming). However, despite these facts, NNESs are still frequently
regarded as deficient in their knowledge of intercultural pragmatics (e.g., Celce-Muria &
Olshtain, 2000; Wong & Waring, 2010) and NES pronunciation norms are still often the
benchmark of success in pronunciation research (e.g., Saito & Akiyama, 2017; Crowther,
Trofimovich, Isaacs & Saito, 2015), pronunciation testing (e.g., Celce-Murcia, Brinton &
Goodwin, 2010; Harding, 2018; Ghanem & Kang, 2018), and pronunciation learning (e.g.,
Derwing & Munro, 2005; Celce-Murcia et al., 2010; Lindemann, 2017). As such, an urgent
need exists to examine the pragmatic strategies that allow for the maintenance of mutually
intelligible pronunciation and the co-construction of sufficient pronunciation among speakers
from different first language backgrounds in order to account for the sociolinguistic reality

of English use in today’s world.



In particular, this research examines the interactional management of intelligible and
sufficient pronunciation. This is because observations of the research data from a
conversation analytic perspective (e.g., Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell, 2010) reveal that both the
maintenance of mutual intelligibility and the co-construction of sufficient pronunciation
become the sequential goals of some interactions. This is contrary to current ELF research
which focuses on the bilateral relationship between intelligibility and phonetics rather than
the multilateral relationship between intelligibility, sufficiency, phonetics, and interaction
(e.g., Jenkins, 2000; Deterding, 2013; Zhang, 2015; Walker & Zoghbor, 2015; Deterding &
Nur Raihan, 2016; Low, 2016; Gardiner & Deterding, 2018; Zoghbor, 2018). Although some
existing ELF research admits that accommodation exists among ELF users to maintain
mutually intelligible pronunciation (e.g., Jenkins, 2000, pp. 167-194; Deterding, 2013, pp.
85-87), neither Jenkins (2000) nor Deterding (2013) provide any actual examples of
accommodation processes to maintain mutual intelligibility (see Matsumoto, 2011 for an
exception in ELF research). Furthermore, when it comes to the co-construction of sufficient
pronunciation in ELF interactions, no ELF research explicitly deals with it. This research
therefore focuses on the analysis of how speakers from different first language backgrounds
interactionally manage intelligible and sufficient pronunciation, and further argues that a
valid interaction-independent standard to assess mutual intelligibility does not exist; an
interaction-dependent standard is the only valid means with which to evaluate mutually
intelligible pronunciation and sufficient pronunciation.

This thesis has nine chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the entire thesis. Chapter 2 describes
the theoretical framework for the whole project. Chapter 3 reviews existing ELF research
and identifies the research gap that this study intends to fill. Chapter 4 explains the
methodological background of this research, justifies the research design that this study
adopts, and describes the main data collection procedures. Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8 present the
findings of this study, which discuss the sequential organization of segmental repair (Chapter
5), the sequential organization of the co-construction of sufficient pronunciation (Chapter 6),
the relationship between phonetic segment adjustments and mutual intelligibility (Chapter 7),
and the results of an experiment which assessed the efficacy of segmental repair on the

diachronic development of mutual intelligibility (Chapter 8) respectively. Chapter 9



summarizes the key findings of this study and discusses the pedagogical implications of the
conclusions, delineates the limitations of the research, and provides suggestions for further
research.

To pursue the research aim, this study adopted two separate research designs. First, a
conversation analytic approach (e.g., Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell, 2010) was combined with
statistical analyses that are sensitive to the intricacies of turn change and sequential position
(e.g., Stivers, 2015) and phonetic analyses that respect the emic perspective (e.g., Matsumoto,
2011; Szczepek Reed, 2012) to investigate how ELF users maintain mutually intelligible
pronunciation (e.g., Matsumoto, 2011; O’Neal, forthcoming) and co-construct sufficient
pronunciation (e.g., O’Neal & Matsumoto, forthcoming). Conversations among students
from different first language backgrounds who were studying at a large public Japanese
university were audio-recorded by the participants themselves. Eighty-five students from five
different first language backgrounds participated in the recordings. A total of eleven hours
and fifty-five minutes of spoken interactions were gathered. The data were listened to
repeatedly and transcribed according to a modified conversation analytic transcription system
that allows for phonetic analysis (e.g., Matsumoto, 2011; Szczepek Reed, 2012). The
phonetic aspects of the interactions and their relevance to intelligible pronunciation and
sufficient pronunciation were analyzed in detail (see Chapters 5, 6, and 7). Second, an
experimental approach was adopted to investigate the multilateral relationship between
segmental repair, interaction, and intelligibility. Ninety students from eleven different first
language backgrounds participated in the experiment. The results of the experiment were
evaluated through statistical and conversation analytic methods (see Chapter 8).

Both approaches reveal that ELF users in natural and experimental settings are
interactionally successful in maintaining mutual intelligibility and co-constructing sufficient
pronunciation. Chapter 5 discusses the sequential organization of segmental repair sequences,
which are the primary means with which ELF users orient to specifically mutual intelligibility
as the goal of sequence. For example, speakers could conduct reactive segmental repair on
pronunciations that have been oriented to an unintelligible; they could also conduct
preemptive segmental repair on pronunciations that are potentially unintelligible but not

specifically oriented to as such. The existence of multiple organizations of segmental repair



to maintain mutual intelligibility demonstrates that segmental repair is a multifaceted
interactional phenomenon.

Chapter 6, on the other hand, discusses the co-construction of sufficient pronunciation.
ELF users sometimes orient to states beyond the maintenance of mutual intelligibility of
pronunciation as the phonetic goal of a sequence, which reveals that phonetic negotiations
are not limited to the purpose of maintaining mutual intelligibility. This means that speakers
can orient to sufficiency as the interactional issue at hand. For example, ELF users conduct
phonetic adjustments on pronunciations even though mutual intelligibility has been
maintained. Such instances reveal that speakers sometimes orient to pronunciations as
insufficient even if mutually intelligible, which demonstrates that the sufficiency of
pronunciation can be a central aspect of an interaction. This phenomenon has received no
attention in ELF research at all, and Chapter 6 explores the phenomenon of the co-
construction of sufficient pronunciation.

Chapter 7 catalogues the phonetic adjustments that are conducted on pronunciations so
that they remain mutually intelligible and determines which phonetic adjustments are most
common within segmental repair sequences. Within the corpus, phonetic adjustments appear
in four different varieties: phonetic segment modification, phonetic segment insertion,
phonetic segment deletion, and phonetic segment resegmentation. Statistical analyses that
respect conversation analytic considerations (e.g., Stivers, 2015) of these four phonetic
modifications reveal that modification is frequent and that deletion and resegmentation are
rare to a statistically significant degree. The upshot of these facts demonstrate that even
unintelligible pronunciation is usually phonetically close to a mutually intelligible variant,
often differing by just one manner or place of articulation (O’Neal, forthcoming). This
analysis suggests that even slight variations to phonetics can render a pronunciation
unintelligible. Furthermore, this chapter assesses the extent to which functional load theory
predicts the phonetic segment adjustments within the segmental repair sequences in the two
corpora gathered for this study.

Chapter 8 describes an experiment that was designed to test the efficacy of segmental
repair on the development of mutual intelligibility. Ninety students participated in an

experiment and were divided into three conditions: an wunlimited interaction condition, a



segmental repair condition, and a script condition. Each of the three conditions had different
restrictions placed on how participants could communicate during the experimental task.
Mutual intelligibility was operationalized as the placing minimal pair word cards in the
location described by one’s partner. Statistical analyses of the results revealed that overall
segmental repair was more effective than just script reading but less effective than unlimited
interaction. Furthermore, a correlation analysis between segmental repair attempts and
mutual intelligibility revealed a statistically significant relationship, which demonstrates that
segmental repair is correlated with high mutual intelligibility.

Chapter 9 summarizes the key findings of the four chapters. It concludes that ELF users
are largely intelligible to each other; that is, neither repair sequences nor segmental repair
sequences are particularly frequent within the corpus gathered for this study. This finding
reinforces the argument that ELF users are legitimate users of English in their own right
(Matsumoto, 2018; Kohn, 2018; Pitzl, 2018). Indeed, even when mutual intelligibility does
break down because of a phonetic trouble source, ELF users can conduct segmental repair
on it in order to restore it. This in turn demonstrates that ELF users are fully capable of
adjusting to current emergent contingencies within interactions (Widdowson, 2003, 2008;
Seidlhofer, 2011; Matsumoto, 2011). Furthermore, the segmental repair strategies that
speakers utilize can be divided into four categories: reactive, preemptive, reversion, and
serendipitous non-segmental repair (O’Neal, forthcoming). Within segmental repairs, the
phonetic segments of a trouble source pronunciation and the phonetic segments of a ratified
candidate intelligible pronunciation are often very similar (O’Neal, forthcoming). However,
not all phonetic adjustments are an indication that mutual intelligibility is being negotiated.
ELF users sometimes adjust the phonetic segments of a pronunciation even though mutual
intelligibility has not broken down (O’Neal & Matsumoto, forthcoming). Last, experimental
evidence suggests that segmental repair 1s effective in maintaining and developing mutual
intelligibility. In total, the evidence gathered by this thesis suggests that phonetic
accommodation is a significant portion of communicative ability within ELF interactions
(Jenkins, 2000; Matsumoto, 2011; Deterding, 2013; O’Neal, 2015a, 2016b, 2017,

forthcoming).



However, all research has limitations and this research has several that could be
addressed in future research. First, the limited sample size of heterogeneous L1 backgrounds
in this study limits its generalizability. It 1s likely that a greater number of heterogeneous L1
backgrounds would have yielded a different frequency of segmental repairs, different types
of segmental repairs, and different kinds of segmental adjustments. Second, another
limitation of this research is what segmental repair analysis can detect. Segmental repair
analysis can detect the breakdown and restoration of mutual intelligibility and the
concomitant segmental adjustments, but it can only do this if one of the interactants
specifically orients to a word or phrase as unintelligible (O’Neal, forthcoming). Therefore,
segmental repair analysis can only detect what some scholars would call overt catastrophic
intelligibility problems (i.e., intelligibility breaks down to the extent that the speakers have
to stop the ongoing action to attend to specifically the restoration of mutual intelligibility).
Third, this research has focused on the negotiation of mutually intelligible pronunciation,
claiming that mutually intelligible pronunciation is greatly facilitated by interaction (O’Neal,
forthcoming). However, with the exception of the experimental data, all of the data that was
gathered for this study were audio-recordings, and the preponderance of audio-recordings
may have left out non-auditory elements that affected the formation of mutually intelligible
pronunciation (Thoms, 2014; Pennycook, 2016; Smotrova, 2017). It is likely that non-
auditory elements that affected mutual intelligibility were undetected.

Despite these limitations, it is still hoped that this research provides some insights into
the nature of the multilateral relationship among phonetics, ELF interactions, mutual

intelligibility, and sufficiency.
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